Application No. 10/681,076 
Amendment/Response Dated May 29, 2008 

Reply to Office Action Mailed on February 6, 2008 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW 

An in-person interview between Examiner Ali and Applicant Dan Resnic as well 
as Applicant's attorneys, Eric Hanscom and Todd Langford, occurred on April 22, 2008. 

A. Description of Any Exhibit Shown or Demonstration Conducted 

Various embodiments of Applicant's invention was shown to Examiner as well as 
demonstrations and examples of Applicant's invention compared to the prior art. 

B. Identification of the Claims Discussed 

Claims 1, 8, and 14 were discussed during the interview. 

C. Identification of Specific Prior Art Discussed 

The following references were discussed during the interview: Reddy (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,1 68,881 ), Alia et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,992,41 5), and Pasczuk et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,799,657). 

D. Identification of Principal Proposed Amendmentsta 

With regard to Claim 1 , it was proposed to add a specific range of thickness to 
the claim. With regard to claim 8, it was proposed to add language that the scrotum 
strap, at least in part, is directly connected to the ring and/or collar (use of "adjacent" is 
insufficient). With regard to claim 14, it was proposed to claim an "additional wall" that 
forms the reservoir; however, the condom is still manufactured as one item. 

E. Principal Arguments 

Reddy discloses a range of thicknesses, however, these are taught to be less 
than a millimeter. Applicant's invention, on the other hand, is a thick-walled condom. 
Therefore, if the condom of claim 1 is limited to a thickness of greater than 1 mm, then 
this should overcome the reference of Reddy. 

Pasczuk et al. was used, in part, to reject claim 8. While Pasczuk et al. does 
teach a scrotum strap, the wall of the condom is cut to create this strap. This is an 
inferior method for creating a scrotum strap since this weakens the wall and can often 
lead to the condom breaking when using the strap. Further, the FDA requires that the 
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wall not be cut or punctured before it is made available to the public. Therefore, the 
means for creating the scrotum strap in Pasczuk et al. leads to a condom that is 
unsuitable for use by the public. Conversely, Applicant's scrotum strap is a separate 
element that is directly connected to the ring or collar of the condom. The strap can be 
stretched around the scrotum without the possibility that the wall of the condom will be 
torn, ripped, or otherwise made unusable. None of the references, alone or in 
combination, teach or disclose of a scrotum strap that is directly connected to the ring 
and/or collar of the condom. 

Alia et al. teaches a reservoir at the tip of a condom, but uses a sponge to retain 
liquids within the reservoir. Applicant's reservoir is intended to retain fluids within the 
reservoir with or without the use of a sponge. Walls act to retain fluids in the reservoir 
by acting as a type of one-way valve, where fluids easily pass into the reservoir, but are 
largely restricted from exiting the reservoir. None of the references, alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest a reservoir with walls, where these walls are used to help 
retain fluids within the reservoir. 

F. Other Matters Discussed 

None. 

G. Outcome of the Interview 

Applicant agreed to amend the claims as discussed above to overcome the prior 

art. 
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